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Spreng. Syst. iv. Cur. Post. 343 (1827). Sorbus Sargenli Dippel, 
Handb. Laubhoizk. iii. 373 (1893), not Pi/rus Sargenti (Rchcler) 
Bean, Trees and Shrubs Hardy Brit. Isl. ii. 293 (1914). 

P. DECORA (Sarg.) Hyland, var. groenlandica (Schneid.), comb. 

Sorbiis americana Marsh., var. groenlandica Schneid. in 


nov. 


Bull. Herb. Boiss. s6r. II, vi. 314 (1900). S. decora, var. groen¬ 
landica (Schneid.) G. N. Jones in Journ. Arn. Arb. xx. 30 (1939). 


X P. fallax (Schneid.), comb. nov. 
Handb. Laubhoizk. i. 070 (1904). 


fallax 


NAJAS MUENSCHERI AND OTHER SPEC'IES OF NAJAS 

IN EASTERN VIRGINIA 


Rohkkt T. ('lai shv 

Prof. Eernald (Ruodoua 49: 105-100. 1947) has commented 
on the Xajas found in the Virginian ('stuarics. Tentatively he 
has identified his and Mr. Long’s (U)Ilections as ? N. jlcxilis, N. 
guadalupensis and ? i\. gracillina. The specimens which are the 
basis for these reports hav(‘ been made available to me through 
the courtesy of Prof, lo'rnald. I I’eport on them in the order as 
listed by him. 

? “N. hexilis (Willd.) Rostk.” Three collections are involv('d: 
Eernald and Long no. 12,520 from the Mattaponi River, King 
William County, and l'\ A ]>. nos. 12,523 and 13,214 from the 
Chickahominy River, New Kent and ('harles City Counties 
respectively. These plants have the habit of N. Muenscheri. 
The styles are 0.5-1.2 mm. long. The seeds are slender, four to 
five times as long as wide, 2.2-2.0 mm. long and 0.4—0.5 mm. 
wide. Only a few sc'eds an' so far availabh^, making a detailed 
study of variation impossibh'. ^!(even mature s('eds average 2.5 
mm. in length. iSeetls of A. Muenscheri in tlu* Hudson River 
av’erage 3.2 mm. in l('ngih with extremes of 2.4 and 4 mm., and 
extn'ines in width ol 0.0 •0.7 mm. The seeds ol the collections 
from V irginia arc lustrous, as in N. jlexilis, but with very small 
areoles as in N. Muenscheri. These areoles often tend to be 
longer than wide, wlu'reas in N. Jlexilis the majority of the areoles 
are as broad as long, also largc'r. Except for the length of the 
s(*eds, the Virginian sj)ecimens match the collection of Muenscher 
and ('lau.sen no. 4273 from the mouth of the Mohawk River, 
VV^iterford, N. Y. 'Phe specinu'iis from Waterford, with lustrous 
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seeds, 3 4 iniii. lonf*;, were first identified as N. Jlcxili.s (C’lausen, 
Rhodoua 38: 333-345. f93()), then included under N. M iic use fieri 
((dausen, Hhodoka 39: 57-()(). 1937). K.xcept that the larg(>st 
seeds of the plants from Virginia are 0.4 inm. short(‘r than tin* 
smallest seeds from New York, tlu' .s(‘eds are tin* same. S. S. 
Chase, who has lu'en sfudying Najas cytologically, reporfs 
similar smooth-s('ed(‘d plants of .V. Mucnfscheri from two, possibly 
three, other localities in (he Hudson Drainage' (S. S. Chase, 
Preliminary studies in the genus Najas in the Ibiited States. 


A thesis 



to the faculty of the (Graduate School of 


Cornell University, Feb., 1947.). In view of the fact that the 
three collections from Virginia are* me)st similar te) the lustrems- 
seeeleel Ab Muenficheri, I neew ielentif}' them as this sj)e*e*ies, eve*n 
the)ugh an exact mat,e*h eef the Virginia aiiel New Yeerk material is 
ne)t peessible. 4'he smallest see'el eef A^ Muenselieri yet founel in 
the Iludse)!! River, eebtaine'el freun Muenscher anel Curtis no. 5500 
frenn Imbeecht Ray, the* type leecality, is 2.4 mm. le)ng, but the* 
seed-e’.oat is rough, 'fhe smoe)th, lustrous seeds se) far e*e)llee‘teel 
in New Ye)rk are all a trifle larger than the seenls eef the |)lants 
freem Virginia, but. expen’icnee with eet.her sj)ee*ies e)f Ndja.s ineli- 
e’ate's that eu)nsielerable* variat.iem in size e)f .sea'els may eiete'ur. 
Pre)f. Fe'rnald’s eeriginal re'port e)f the* plants freem \brginia, een a 
pe)stal ree*eive*el in Se*|)tembe*r. 11)10, was as .V. Miieiisrheri. A 
supe*rfie*ial st.uefy by me* in .January, 1941, leel tee the* e*e)ne*fusie)n 
that the sj)ecimens might be A'. Jlexilis. Now, after e*areful stuely, 
I verify the conclusieen that th(*y are A'. Muenselieri. 

The disceivery of N. M uenselieri in Virginia raises again the* 

pre)blem e)f the status e)f this spe*e*ie*s. (diase (/. e.) fave)rs the 

it e)riginate*ef thre)ugh hylnielizatiem, peessibly 

inveelving thre'e^ spe*cie*s as paie*nts, nauie*ly .Y. iiiKulalnfiensis, A'. 

(jraxillinid anel .V. Jlexilis. The* first, t.wee are* pre'se*nt in Virginia. 

4'he last still is imt eh'finitely kneewn freem t he* state*, timugh it ma.y 

yet be* founel anel pee.ssibly eliel e>e*e‘ur the*re in J’le*istete*e*ne* time*. 

4’hat e)ur Nf>rth .\me*rie‘an naiaels hael verv elifTe*re*nt elistributieens 

% 

in the glae’ial perie>el se*e‘ms re*a.se)nably e'ertain. In I9fl, Dr. \\ . 
C. Mue*nscher sheeweel me* seeme* s(*(*els e)f what a|)pe*are*el te) be* A\ 
Muensefieri freim a pe*a.t ele*pe)sit in a lake* in Leeuisiana. Unfe)r- 
tunately, ne) furthe*r elata are* available abe)ut these*. Sue-h 




e)e*e*urrene*es, he)we*ve*r, e'emfirm the* peessibility of a hype)the*sis 
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such as that advanced by Chase, providing that we allow that 
perhaps the cross or crosses happeiK'd a long time ago. The 
population in the Hudson River seems fertile, self-perpetuating 
and well established. Less is known about the plants in Virginia. 
At least they are somewhat ha-tile. Until we know more about 
the details of reproduction and genetics concerning them, their 
designation, along with the plants from New York, as N. Muen¬ 
scheri, seems reasonable. They can not with certainty be 
designated as hybrids of any two species. Instead, the plants 
from Virginia have lustrous, hard seetl-coats as in N. Jlcxilis, a 
feature not possessed by either of the a.ssociated species, N. 
gracillima and N. guadalupensis. Since available distributional 
data suggest that they do not constitute a geographical popula¬ 
tion of taxonomic significance, the specimens of N. Muenscheri 
with smooth, lustrous seeds are not now given nornenclatural 
status. 

“N. GUADALUFExsi.s (S})reng.) Morong.” My identification of 
the collections cited by Prof. Fernald is in agreement. The only 
comment ne(*essary has to do with the citation of authoi-s for the 
species. In my earlier writing on Najas, 1 followed the majority 
of American writers in citing Morong as the author of the bi¬ 
nomial in A^ajas. This is incoirect. Magnus, in 1870, on p. viii 
of his “Beitriige zur Kentniss der Clattung Najas L.”, combined 
N. microdon A. Br. and N. guadalupensis (Spreng.) 

Caulinia guadalupensis Spreng.), using the latter name for the 
spe(*ies. Since Morong’s publication in 1893 was 23 years later 
than that of Magnus, we should write the name as Najas guada¬ 
lupensis (Spreng.) Magnus. 

“?N. GRACILLIMA (A. Bf.) Moiong.” The specimens of Fernald 

and Long, nos. 12521, 13511, 13510, 13213 and 13512, from the 
Mattaponi River, Lacy (Teek and the ('hickahominy River, are 
robust, perhai)s more so than those from elsewhere, but until I 
know what factors are responsible for this difference in texture of 
stems and to a lesser extent leaves, I hesitate to interpret the 
specimens as anything except N. gracUlhna. Plu' c(nirs(*r, heavier 
stems may la* the result of ('nviionimmlal factors or, if gt-netical, 
might indicate contaminati(tn of tin* poi)ulation of tlu* Virginia 
coastal area with the chara(*t(M-istics of sonu' otlier spiicies. The 
stipular sheaths, mentioiual by Prof. I'einald, impress me as 
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coining witliin the range of variation known for N. gracillima. 
"Fhe author of the binomial should be Magnus, not Morong, l)ut 
the argument conciM’ning this is a little more involved than under 
A . (juadalupensis. 'Fhe binomial, N. (jracHlima, apj)ears several 
times in the text of the “Beitriige zur Kentniss der Oattung 
Najas L.’’ It occurs on p. 20, 23 and 24, but the bibliographical 
details for the basinym, necessary for valid publication, are lack¬ 
ing from those pages. On page vi, however, the necessary 
details for the basinym are available: “3) Najas indica var. 
(jracillima Ibaun Msc. ist beschrieben in Manual of the botany of 
the northern United States by Asa CJray. Fifth Fdition. New 
York 1868. i)ag. 681 in den Adtlenda.” The explanation for 
recognition of N. gracillima as a species is given on page 24. My 
conclusion, reached in January, 1941, and maintained until now, 
is that credit for the combination N. gracillima (A. Br.) should be 
given to Magnus, sinci' the name occurs sevi'ral times in his text 
and since he clearly argues that the spec.ies is specific,ally distinct 
from N. indica. The citation and reference should be N. gracilli¬ 
ma (A. Br.) Magnus, Beitr. kennt. (latt. .Wajas, p. 20 (1870). 

In summary, three species of Najas are known from \4rginia. 
4'hese are N. gracillima, N. giiadalupensis and N. Mucnscheri. 


jlc 


but uiKiuestionable specimens have not 


y(‘t come to my attention. 

nKCAUTMHNT OF BoTAW, UoHNKLL UnIVKRSITY 

Ithaca, New York. 

Volume 411, no. 084, Cimsi.sling of pages 1 !> 7--216 and pUite 1086 , was issued 
4 August, 1047. 


